












COMMENTS FOR THE SECOND ROUND OF SCOPING MEETINGS ON 
ALTERNATIVES TO THE PROPOSED SUNRISE POWERLINK PROJECT 

 
Representatives of the California Public Utilities Commission and the United States 
Bureau of Land Management: 
 
Thank you for taking the time to solicit additional comments concerning this large and 
very controversial project.  My name is Jeanette Hartman and I write these author these 
comments on behalf People’s Powerlink, a group of volunteers who live in the vicinity of 
Julian and Wynola. 
 
There is untapped potential in San Diego County for generating electricity without new 
transmission lines.  This potential includes:  energy efficiency, demand-response, 
renewable generation, distributed generation and clean fossil-fired generation.  All of 
these energy-producing techniques are included in the “Non-Wires” alternative to 
Sunrise.   
 
The infrastructure to implement the non-wires alternative is also in place in San Diego, or 
can be reasonably developed, with the CPUC and California Energy Commission solar 
programs, the San Diego Regional Sustainability Partnership, the San Diego Regional 
Energy Office and its companion Resource Center, the San Diego Alternative Energy 
Institute, the new Science Applications International global warming division, and an 
increasing interest by the general public in energy conservation and renewable 
generation. 
 
We support the inclusion of the non-wires alternative as an alternative to be evaluated in 
the EIR and EIS process.  We believe that the non-wires alternative is the alternative that 
is preferable to the Sunrise Powerlink transmission line because it has far fewer impacts 
and will be less expensive to implement.   Selection of the non-wires alternative over the 
proposed Sunrise project helps to pave the way to a new and better energy future. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Jeanette Hartman 
PO Box 1497 
Julian, CA  92036 
619-318-6634 
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 From:   Tad Hurst <THurst@Chemnavigator.com>    

     [ add to contacts  ]

 To:  sunrise@aspeneg.com,  bcb@cpuc.ca.gov 

 Cc:  Tad Hurst <THurst@Chemnavigator.com>,  SDHGPA@yahoogroups.com 

 Date:  Tuesday, February 06, 2007 07:37 pm

 Subject:  Sunrise Powerlink - Attention Susan Lee

 
Attention: Susan  Lee  

As you requested following the meeting last night (CPUC at penasquitos- Mon. Feb 5), I have included 
maps that show the two flying sites that would be dramatically impacted by the I-8 alternative, and/or 
routes BCD and WF25 (West of Forest).  These two sites are used by hang glider and paraglider pilots 
every week, and are the two most used and important mountain sites in San Diego County.  

 These sites are called Horse Canyon and Blossom Valley by the HG community.  Losing these sites 
would have a devastating effect on hang gliding and paragliding in the Southern California area. 

Another mountain site, Laguna Mountain is very close to two other alternate routines.  These routines 
have been rejected, and the Laguna Mountain site is no longer impacted directly by the proposals.  
Laguna is rarely used by Paraglider pilots, but more often by Hang Glider pilots. 

Horse Canyon:    

Horse is near the intersection of I-8 and Buckman Springs Road.  The launch is on the ridge to the NE of 
the intersection, and the two landing zones are on opposite corners of the intersection.  On the SE corner, 
in the USFS land is the primary paragliding (PG) landing zone (LZ).   On the NW corner, in land owned by 
a private farmer (Mr. Anderson), is the primary Hang Gliding (HG) LZ.  Both of these LZs are vital to the 
site.  The HG LZ is much larger, but further away from the ridge.   HG pilots prefer this LZ because of it 
size.  The PG LZ is smaller and slightly closer.  It does not require crossing the freeway.  It is preferred by 
PG pilots because paragliders are slower than Hang gliders, and cannot always make the longer trek to 
the HG LZ.  Paragliders can more easily land in smaller places. 

Pilots often land in other mini-cross country spots, including the crossing point of I-8 and la Posta road, 
and at Crestwood road and I-8, both to the south-east of the site.  'These two landing areas would also be 
affected by the i-8 and related alternatives. 

 
*********************  
Blossom Valley.  

This site is located just East of lakeside.  The launch is just to the north of Quail Canyon road near the 
beginning of the Talon's Reach subdivision. The primary PG LZ is below launch and is on the south side 
of El Monte road.  The main HG LZ is across the road near the wash (the San Diego River bed).  The real 
attraction of this site is NOT the small launch hill, but its accessibility to El Cajon Mountain, approximately 
2 miles to the NE of launch.  The proposed alternative WF25 would apparently run between launch and El 
Cajon Mountain, making the usual flight path treacherous (I am putting that lightly).  In addition, small 
planes from Gillespie field frequently fly through that valley, and might also be impacted by the WF25 
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lines. 

Possible mitigation of impact:  

The primary proposed route does not impact HG/PG.  If the I-8 and BCD, WF25 alternative are rejected, 
there is no impact on HG/PG.  We urge you to reject them. 

If there are not rejected, other measures could be taken to reduce the impact.  At Horse Canyon, if a 3 
mile section could be underground, our access to the two primary LZs could be maintained.  The lines 
could be moved to the West of old Buckman Springs road. This would put them closer to Mountain Empire 
public school,however 

At Blossom Valley, the lines could be moved to the East so they go around the East side of El Cajon 
Mountain along the current inaccessible road called El Cajon Mountain Truck Trail.  This path would have 
no effect on HG and PG in the area.  That is the lee side of the mountain, and is completely dangerous for 
flying with or without power lines.  This path would require that the lines pass through the Barona Indian 
reservation. 

I have included links to the following maps( http://www.geocities.com/tadhurst/powerLink/)  

1)      Horse canyon goggle earth vertical - shows launch and both LZs 
(http://www.geocities.com/tadhurst/powerLink/horseGE.jpg)  
2)      Horse canyon goggle earth tilted - shows launch and both LZs 
(http://www.geocities.com/tadhurst/powerLink/horseGE2.jpg)  
3)      Blossom google earth with WF25 overlaid (vertical) - shows launch and LZ and El Cajon 
Mountain, and the WF25 route through the valley 
(http://www.geocities.com/tadhurst/powerLink/BlossonPowerLInkGE.jpg)  
4)      Blossom google Earth tilted, with WF25 visible between lauch and El Cajon Mountain (El 
Cap) 
(http://www.geocities.com/tadhurst/powerLink/BlossonPowerLInkGE3.jpg)  
5)      Blossom WF25 overlaid with road map 
(http://www.geocities.com/tadhurst/powerLink/BlossonPowerLInk.jpg)  

 
If you have question, please let me know.  Please reply to let me know that you received this 
message.  

Thanks,    

Dr. Tad Hurst  
Director, United States Hang Gliding and Paragliding Association  
Director, San Diego Hang Gliding and Paragliding Association  

858-395-7804  
thurst@chemnavigator.com  
119169 Oakview Way, San Diego, 92128  
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February 6, 2007 
 
 
Susan Lee 
Vice President, SF Office 
Aspen Environmental Group 
235 Montgomery Street #935 
San Francisco, CA 94104 
 
 
Subject: A.06-08-010;  Utility Consumers’ Action Network (UCAN) Comments on 
Sunrise Powerlink CPCN Application EIR Scope  
 
DELIVERED VIA E-MAIL  
 
 
Dear Susan,  
 
A UCAN representative will not be able to attend any of the second round of scoping 
meetings.  However, I would like to call Aspen's attention to several items which merit 
consideration in the EIR/EIS. 
 
        First and foremost, the CAISO testimony filed with the CPUC on 1/26/07 alleges, in 
numerous places, that 2500 Mw of new generation development will occur in the 
Imperial Valley between now and 2015 if and only if a new 500 KV transmission line is 
built out of the Imperial Valley. Thus, it is the CAISO's opinion that a clear consequence 
of building the proposed Sunrise project is that there will be 2500 Mw of new generation 
built and operated in the Imperial Valley which would not be present under the No Action 
alternative. 
 
        As the preparer of the EIR/EIS, UCAN submits that Aspen will need to decide 
whether it believes the CAISO contention or not. If it does, then the EIR/EIS must clearly 
include the environmental impacts of building and operating 2500 Mw of new generation 
as a consequence of approving the Sunrise project. UCAN recommends that Aspen 
review the environmental analysis done for the CEC in its role as lead agency in 
permitting the Salton Sea 6 geothermal project as an example of the sort of analysis 
which the Sunrise EIR/EIS will require (albeit 8 times larger for Sunrise than for Salton 
Sea 6, since the ISO expects 1600 Mw of new geothermal, not just the 200 Mw 
addressed in the Salton Sea 6 proceeding). Likewise, the pending AFC application for 
the Stirling project in the Imperial Valley should address the impacts of the CAISO-
forecasted solar development attributed to Sunrise, since it is precisely the Stirling 
project which the CAISO predicts will be built if Sunrise goes forward but will not be built 
under the No Action alternative. 
 

UTILITY CONSUMERS’ ACTION NETWORK 
3100 Fifth Ave. Suite B,xxSan Diego, CA  92103 

Tel: (619) 696-6966   Fax: (619) 696-7477 
Web: www.ucan.org       e-mail: mshames@ucan.org 



UCAN Letter re: Sunrise EIR/EIS       
Page Two 
 
 
 

Alternatively, Aspen may determine that the CAISO's claim that Imperial Valley 
generation development is contingent upon Sunrise is not credible. Certainly SDG&E 
does not believe it, as evidenced by recent SDG&E's data responses to UCAN data 
requests 8-29 and 8-35, showing that between 99.9 and 100 percent of Imperial Valley 
renewable generation (over 21,000 gwh per year by the year 2015) will be generated 
whether or not Sunrise is built.   We also recommend you look at SDG&E's response to 
UCAN data request 8-30, showing that prices for Imperial Valley generators, whether 
they deliver at Imperial Valley or at Miguel, will be little affected by whether or not 
Sunrise is built. If Aspen finds the CAISO's claims not credible, then it must clearly state 
this to be the case in order to justify not analyzing the environmental impacts of 
thousands of Mw of new generation in the Sunrise EIR/EIS. 
 
        UCAN offers a second observation in regards to Section F of the notice of the 
second round of scoping meetings, Aspen refers to SDG&E claims that additional 230 
KV transmission lines connecting to the proposed Central substation are likely to be built 
by 2020. In the SDG&E testimony filed with the CPUC on 1/26/07 (not to be confused 
with the CAISO testimony of the same date), SDG&E has analyzed 2020 grid operations 
for some 15 different scenarios. To the extent SDG&E has failed to include more than 
two 230 KV lines connecting to Central substation in any of those scenarios, they have 
contradicted their statements to Aspen. UCAN urges Aspen to require SDG&E to revise 
its 2020 modeling to be consistent with its representations to Aspen regarding future 
expansion of the Central substation. 
 
 I trust that these observations will be useful for your CPCN review process.   
Please contact myself or David Marcus if you have any questions about the above.  
 
 
Very truly yours, 
Michael Shames 
Michael Shames 









Back Country Coalition 
 Post Office Box 70     •     Santa Ysabel, CA 92070     •     760-765-2132  
 
February 8, 2007  
HAND DELIVERED 
Bobby Shriver, Chair     Ruth Coleman, State Parks Director 
CA State Park and Recreation Commission  Department of Park and Recreation 
P.O. Box 942896     1416 9th Street 
Sacramento, CA 94196-0001    Sacramento, CA 95814  
  
 
  SUBJECT:      De-Designation of Anza-Borrego Desert State Park - 
Opposition 
             
 The Back Country Coalition (BCC) is an organization of concerned citizens 
dedicated to the protection of natural, cultural and scenic resources, responsible land use 
planning and the enhancement of quality of life throughout San Diego County.   We have 
joined with other concerned individuals and groups to help ensure that decisions made for 
our communities regarding future energy supplies provide for modern, diverse, 
economical, sustainable and renewable energy generation and those decisions are made in 
the best interests of all residents and environmental resources. 
 
 We are strongly opposed to the proposed de-designation of the Anza-Borrego 
Desert State Park.  Such an action would set a horrible precedent for the future of all 
parks: local, state and federal.  These are PUBLIC lands wisely set aside for human 
recreation, enjoyment, spiritual renewal as well as for the protection and conservation of 
some of our most highly valued and rare natural, cultural and scenic treasures.    
 
 Please bear in mind that the Sempra/SDG&E ‘s proposed project may ostensibly 
be planned as a public utility, but the benefits derived from the proposed Sunrise 
Powerlink project would be mainly to PRIVATE corporate investors.  The project has 
been revealed as a self-serving, ill-conceived, monopolistic attempt to trash San Diego 
County in order to sell cheap, dirty power from Sempra’s Mexico plant(s) through our 
parks, wilderness areas, mountains and rural communities to Riverside, Orange and Los 
Angeles counties, where the biggest, most lucrative markets exist.  This has been proven 
by information made public in the past and will be further demonstrated in subsequent 
letters in response to the project’s Scoping Report II recently circulated by the Aspen 
Environmental Group. 
 
 SDG&E’s oft-quoted, specious claim to need the Sunrise Powerlink project “to 
keep the lights on in San Diego” has been revealed to be completely untrue.  It is merely 
a convenient sound bite for media consumption in the utility’s attempt to garner public 
support through fear mongering.  Construction of the monster-sized towers throughout 
some of the most scenic, environmentally sensitive land in the U.S.A. for the benefit of 
Sempra’s financial bottom line is as outrageous as it is dangerously irresponsible. 
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 The “preferred alignment” not only would devastate priceless public lands for the 
benefit of private corporate speculation, much of it is located along the active Elsinore 
fault.  Rare and threatened plant and animal species would be put at serious risk for no 
other reason than the creation of unnecessary towers of power and monetary gain by the 
corporations involved. 
 
 The action which you are considering is morally and ethically wrong.  To destroy 
treasured public resources for private gain is the worst aspect of capitalism, and to do so 
when there are superior alternatives that have been known for years is beyond 
comprehension. 
 
 The Sunrise Powerlink project ignores regional planning in which San Diego Gas 
& Electric participated and was a signatory.  The San Diego Regional Energy Strategy 
2030 placed strong emphasis on local energy generation and renewable power sources, 
the antipode to the Sunrise Powerlink proposed project. 
 
 BCC respectfully requests that the California Department of Park and Recreation 
continue as leaders in stewardship of the land they are expected to protect and the 
resources the public expects to be conserved.  We hope you will at least wait until all 
information has been gathered before making such a monumentally important and 
potentially devastating decision. 
 
 We appreciate the opportunity to attend this hearing and thank you for 
considering our comments. 
 
      Sincerely, 
 
 
 
   Bonnie Gendron   George Courser 
   BCC Coordinator   BCC Director 
 
cc: U.S. Senator Barbara Boxer 
 U.S. Senator Dianne Feinstein 
 Governor Arnold Schwartznegger 
 Mark Jorgensen Superintendent, Anza-Borrego Desert State Park 
 Senator Christine Kehoe    
 Senator Denise Moreno Ducheny 
 Assemblywoman Lori Saldaña 
 Supervisor Dianne Jacob, 2nd District 
 Supervisor Bill Horn, 5th District 
 Supervisor Pam Slater-Price,  3rd  District  


